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Creative Collaborations II: 
Trust, Communication, and 
Negotiation
Outline of workshop
 Collegial trust in:
Professional ethics  
Research ethics
Research Integrity
Research Noncompliance;  
Research Misconduct
 Problems that are neither:  authorship disputes
 Conflict Resolution/Mediation
 Case study – role play
‘Plain old’ courtesy
Codes of Conduct
Share everything.
Play fair.
Put things back where you found them.
CLEAN UP YOUR OWN MESS.
Don't take things that aren't yours.
We are committed to:
- An environment of uncompromising 
integrity and ethics
- A civil and professional working 
environment
- Employee conduct consistent with our 
mission  and values
Professional ethics
Research ethics
Regulations based in ethical principles:
Belmont Principles:
o Respect for persons
o Beneficence
o Justice
CFR46 Part 45
3 R’s
Replacement
Refinement
Reduction
PHS Policy on Humane Care and
Use of Laboratory Animals, 
2015
Research Integrity
http://grants.nih.gov/grants/research_int
egrity/whatis.htm
Research Noncompliance
Related to:
• Mismanagement of research funds
• Failure to follow terms of sponsored research agreement
• Conduct of research:
Failure to follow funded proposal;
Failure to follow IACUC or IRB approved protocol – regulatory or 
policy noncompliance 
Failure to follow internal approvals – Institutional Biosafety 
Committee, Chemical Safety Committee, Radiation Safety 
Committee,  HIPAA, Investigational Pharmacy approvals
Research misconduct
Scientific/Research Misconduct Regulations
OSTP (2000) required all federal agencies/departments 
supporting research to implement a research misconduct 
policy
42 CFR Part 93
Applies to Public Health Service (PHS) conducted or 
supported biomedical or behavioral research, research 
training and applications and proposals for such activities.
45 CFR Part 689
Applies to research proposals submitted to and funded by the 
National Science Foundation (NSF).
 fabrication, 
 falsification, or 
 plagiarism in 
 proposing, 
 performing,  
 reviewing research, or in 
 reporting research results.
 Fabrication is making up data or results and 
recording or reporting them.
 Falsification is manipulating research materials, 
equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting 
data or results such that the research is not accurately 
represented in the research record [i.e. the record of data or results 
that embody the facts emerging from the research, and includes, but is 
not limited to, research proposals, progress reports, abstracts, theses, 
oral presentations, internal reports, journal articles, and books].
 Plagiarism is the appropriation of another 
person's ideas, processes, results, or words without 
giving appropriate credit.
 Fabrication is making up data or results and 
recording or reporting them.
 Falsification is manipulating research materials, 
equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting 
data or results such that the research is not accurately 
represented in the research record [i.e. the record of data or results 
that embody the facts emerging from the research, and includes, but is 
not limited to, research proposals, progress reports, abstracts, theses, 
oral presentations, internal reports, journal articles, and books].
 Plagiarism is the appropriation of another 
person's ideas, processes, results, or words without 
giving appropriate credit.
Research misconduct is NOT:
 Honest error or differences of opinion.
 Authorship disputes unless they involve 
Plagiarism.
 Research-related noncompliance such as protocol 
violations, IP violations, financial or contractual 
mismanagement, conflict of interest violations 
(other areas address these)
3 requirements to find RM
42 CFR 93.104
Significant departure from accepted practices of the 
relevant research community
Committed intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly
Proven by a preponderance of the evidence
 Misconduct is more likely to be true than not  
Neither noncompliance nor misconduct:  
Authorship disputes
Authorship credit should be based on all of the following: 
1) Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or the 
acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND
2) Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual 
content; AND
3) Final approval of the version to be published; AND
4) Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in ensuring that 
questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are 
appropriately investigated and resolved.
‘Front end’ agreements on 
authorship
Example:
Collaboration & Team Science: A Field Guide by L. Michelle Bennett, et al 2010
https://ccrod.cancer.gov/confluence/download/attachments/47284665/TeamScience_FieldGuide.pdf
Disagreements require conflict resolution…
p. 69-70
Case : Should I Be Listed as an Author?
http://ori.hhs.gov/case-three-should-i-be-listed-author
An assistant professor in the genetics department, Thomas, is 
working on a project looking at colon cancer tissue specimens. 
After five years at the university, he is hoping to advance to 
associate professor when he goes up for tenure review in the 
next year.
One afternoon, Thomas approaches a senior colleague Dev and 
asks if he has some time to meet with him and advise him on 
one of his research projects. Eager to help a very promising 
young faculty member, Dev chats with Thomas about his project 
and encourages him. He also provides him with a polymerase 
reagent for genetic analysis that has been on backorder and 
thus unavailable for quite some time. Thomas is delighted at the 
way professors in the genetics department at his university 
collaborate and share lab supplies and equipment, no questions 
asked. Dev thinks nothing of it; he is glad to help out and wants 
to ensure the progress of the study when necessary.
Case : Should I Be Listed as an Author?
(cont’d)
A year later, Dev is on his department’s Tenure Committee and 
sees that Thomas is coming up for promotion to associate 
professor. As Dev looks through his young colleague’s dossier, he 
sees that Thomas has published a number of articles on his 
genetic analysis of colon cancer. However, one of the articles that 
was recently submitted to an eminent journal in his field has listed 
Dev as a co-author. Dev is astounded. He knew nothing of this, 
and certainly did not review and approve the final manuscript with 
his name on it. He closes Thomas’s file, perturbed by what he has 
seen.
 Would you feel comfortable being listed as a co-author in Dev’s
situation?
 Do you think Dev qualifies for co-authorship or is this a case of 
“gift” or “courtesy” authorship?
Authorship qualifications:
Authorship credit should be based on all of the following: 
1) Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; 
or the acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; 
AND
2) Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual 
content; AND
3) Final approval of the version to be published; AND
4) Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in 
ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any 
part of the work are appropriately investigated and resolved.
Conflict Resolution/Mediation
Introduction of topics
First rule of negotiation 
Focus on interests not positions
Invent options for mutual gain
Insist on using objective criteria
BATNA – best alternative to a negotiated agreement
Preparation for negotiation 
Avoiding disputes 
Resolving a dispute through mediation
Conclusion –In the middle of discord lies opportunity
Suggested reading on conflict resolution
 Getting to Yes - Negotiating Agreement Without 
Giving In 
by Roger Fisher and William Ury
 Blind Spot-- Hidden Biases of Good People 
by Mahzarin R. Banajii and Anthony G. Greenwald
Role Play: An Uncomfortable Working Relationship
adapted from ORI  
http://ori.hhs.gov/role-play-uncomfortable-working-relationship
This role play involves an “Honest Principal Investigator” who is 
collaborating on a grant proposal with a “Dishonest Co-
Investigator” in another department who wants to drop data 
points.
Roles
 Honest Principal Investigator
Dishonest Principal Investigator
 Colleague – Honest Principal Investigator’s Trusted Other
Role Play Character Description: 
The Honest Principal Investigator
Honest Principal Investigator Role Guide
You are an Assistant  Professor really pumped about the work you are doing and feel your career is 
going well. An up-and-coming but somewhat brash Associate Professor suggests that you write a grant 
proposal together and plan to work as co-PIs if funded. At first, you are surprised at this invitation 
because of some past history with this colleague. Years before, when you were both Post Docs at a 
different institution, s/he had been accused of making up data, but no formal investigation occurred. 
You always felt suspicious about his/her data management practices. Shortly afterward, he/she moved 
on and now the two of you are at the same institution.   
You set aside your initial misgivings since the research idea s/he is proposing is too good to pass up. You 
accept his/her invitation and develop a research proposal together that gets funded. As you begin 
collaborating, your co-PI finds many ways to let you know that s/he is in charge even though you are 
co-PIs on the grant.   You notice that s/he is often critical of you, but you try very hard to get along 
without letting him/her dominate you.
Soon, methodological disputes arise. First, s/he proposes that you change the research procedure in 
ways that will favor one of your main hypotheses. You try very tactfully to explain to him/her that 
biased sampling is not appropriate. You ignore his/her requests even though s/he puts you down for 
being a goodie-two-shoes.
Then, as you are gathering your preliminary data, s/he instructs you to delete certain cases. Suddenly, 
you’ve had enough. You tell him/her point blank that what s/he is suggesting that you do is dishonest—
in fact, you say the only plausible reason for his/her request is that those cases do not support your 
hypothesis. You tell him/her in no uncertain terms that there is no way you’ll delete those cases.
S/he threatens dire consequences if you cross him/her on this.
Role Play Character Description: 
The Dishonest PI
You are stalled at the level of Associate Professor. You have seen others zoom up the tenure track, and you believe you 
need to be even more aggressive if you’re going to get ahead. You’re determined to let nothing and no one stand in 
your way. You brush away the uncomfortable fact that you have not been very productive in your career. You think you 
can remedy this by collaborating with someone you knew to be a promising new post-doc at your former institution 
when you were a senior post-doc.  
You’ve invited this very capable colleague to work with you on this multi-disciplinary project which has now been 
funded.  You are sure you can use this talented researcher to do the work for you. But you are also only a little 
worried that this Assistant Professor knows about accusations of data fabrication made against you at your former 
institutions when you were both post-docs.  Nothing came of the accusations, because  the data you ‘played with’ were 
not really that important. You know that the Assistant Professor is a ‘goody two shoes’ and did not tell anyone at this 
institution about the past accusations.  The advantage of getting this researcher to cook the data is that (a) you won’t 
get the blame if the misdeed is caught, and (b) you know that the results from this research will result in lots of 
publications and do much to enhance your career. 
You establish your authority by ordering your co-Principal Investigator around. Your colleague seems to be accepting 
this, though grudgingly. S/he has this idea that collaboration is a way of consolidating a relationship. The only thing you 
want is results. When the data don’t match the hypothesis, you try to get your colleague to change the research 
procedure in ways that will favor it. Your colleague objects, pointing out that biased sampling is cheating, but you hold 
your ground and insist that s/he is over-reacting. Your study is still in the early stages, and you’re still “tweaking” the 
data.
Once you begin analyzing the data, you see that if a few cases are thrown out, your hypothesis will be affirmed. You 
instruct your colleague to delete those cases. S/he refuses, once again indicating that it’s dishonest to force the data to 
affirm a hypothesis. “There is no way those cases will be thrown out,” s/he says flatly.
You wheel around and this time threaten your colleague if s/he crosses you on this. You realize that now is the time 
when you absolutely must have your way.
Scenario 1
The two PI’s are standing in the lab glaring at one another.
Prompt:
The Honest Principal Investigator: “There is no way I’m deleting those data!”
The Dishonest Principal Investigator: “And I’m warning you, don’t cross me on 
this!”
Honest Principal Investigator: How do you respond?
Scenario 2
The Honest Principal Investigator storms out of the lab, slamming the door, and 
goes to his/her own office, locks the door and phones a trusted colleague who 
knows the Dishonest Principal Investigator and is generally aware of his/her sleazy 
qualities.
Prompt
Honest Principal Investigator: “I am so glad I was able to reach you. I’ve got to figure 
out how to stop that SOB in his/her tracks! I just don’t want to stop this research 
project or engage in any fabrication and falsification. What should I do?”
